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Background 
_—————eeEeEeEeEE—e—E———————ES ae 


The Utah State Board of Education (USBE), the Utah Rural Schools Association, and the 
Utah School Superintendents Association are interested in the differences in characteristics 
between rural and non-rural districts in their state, particularly differences pertaining to 
teachers, students (including academic outcomes), revenues, and expenditures. In 2012, a 
foundation in Utah published a report about the characteristics of both rural and non-rural 
districts in the state (see Teigen, Kroes, Cotti, Wald, & Merrill, 2012). However, the 
previous report is now dated, and state policymakers and stakeholders have asked REL West 
for a more current summary of the differences between rural and non-rural districts in Utah 
to help inform education policy going forward. This report is in response to this request. 
The findings are for the 2011/12 to 2016/17 school years! based on extant data from USBE 
and the Utah Education Association. In addition, the findings are descriptive and, as such, 
cannot be used to make causal attributions. This brief report does not make any policy 
recommendations. 


1 In the remainder of this report, the 2011/12 school year is referred to as 2012 and the 2016/17 
school year is referred to as 2017. 
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Research questions 
——EEEEEEE—————————————a aes 


To fulfill the request, this report answers the following: 


1. From 2012 to 2017, what were the demographic characteristics of students in rural 
and non-rural districts? 


2. From 2012 to 2017, what were average median class sizes, average student-to- 
teacher ratios, average percentage of classes taught by a highly qualified teacher, 
and average transfer-out and exit rates of classroom teachers in rural and non-rural 
districts? In addition, in rural and non-rural districts, what were the average 
number of unique advanced courses? offered in secondary schools that offered any 
advanced courses? 


3. From 2012 to 2017, what were the revenues and expenditures from the general fund 
in rural and non-rural districts? These include: 


* Revenue per pupil from the general fund. 
* Expenditure per pupil from the general fund. 


* Necessarily Existent Small Schools (NESS) funding as a percentage of general 
fund revenue. 


* Local property tax as a percentage of general fund revenue. 


* Instruction, administration, and student transportation expenses as a percentage 
of general fund expenditure. 


4. From 2012 to 2017, in rural and non-rural school districts, what were the average 
starting scheduled salaries for teachers with a bachelor’s degree as well as the average 
scheduled salaries for all teachers? 


5. From 2012 to 2017, in rural and non-rural school districts, what was the average 
high school graduation rate, average percentage of high school graduates scoring 18 
or higher on the ACT, average percentage of high school graduates who enrolled in 
at least one advanced course, and average proficiency rates on statewide standardized 
assessments in English language arts, mathematics, and science? 


2 In this case, advanced courses were Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and 
concurrent/dual enrollment courses. 
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Definition of rural 
——eeeeeeeEeEeEeEeeEeE——eEeEeEeEe———eEeEESESE————_—_—_—_—————— ae 


The current report uses the same definitions for rural school districts and non-rural school 
districts that were used in the 2012 study by the Utah Foundation (Teigen et al., 2012). That 
study used the federal Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Core-Based Statistical 
Area designations for counties to define rural and non-rural school districts in Utah. In most 
cases, counties and school districts in Utah are coterminous. In cases where they are not 
coterminous and more than one district existed in the same county, all districts within that 
county received the same designation as the county, that is, rural or non-rural. There were 
three exceptions: the school districts of Tintic, North Summit, and South Summit. Despite 
that all three districts are within counties designated as non-rural according to OMB, the 
districts are geographically remote from population centers and/or contained small portions 
of the counties’ population; thus, they were designated as rural for the 2012 study (Teigen 

et al., 2012). For the current report, the research team consulted with the Utah Rural 
Schools Association leadership, whose members agreed that the designations for rural and 
non-rural school districts from the 2012 study were applicable to the current study. Rural 
and non-rural designations for each Utah school district are in appendix A. 
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Data sources and analyses 
_———e—eeeeeEeEeEeEEeEeE—EE>E——————EEEE eee 


The USBE and the Utah Education Association provided the data used to answer the 
research questions. However, data were not available for several variables in certain years. 
Specifically, data on median class size and the percentage of classes that were taught by a 
highly qualified teacher were not available for 2017. Also, data were not available to calcu- 
late average teacher transfer and exit rates in 2016 or 2017, and data were not available on 
the number of advanced courses offered in secondary schools in 2016 or 2017. In addition, 
the findings do not include student proficiency rates for English language arts, mathematics, 
or science in 2012 or 2013 because 2014 was the first year that Utah used the Student 
Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE). Results from the SAGE cannot be compared 
to the assessment that was used in Utah in prior years. More information on each data 
source is in appendix A. In order to address the research questions, the research team consol- 
idated and aggregated the data files up to the school level and/or district level, and then by 
the locale status (rural or non-rural). 


To address the research question about student demographic characteristics, for each year, 
the research team calculated the total number of students across locale status, percentage of 
students by race/ethnicity, percentage of students who were English learners, percentage of 
students with one or more disabilities, and percentage of students who were economically 
disadvantaged. These analyses were conducted for both rural and non-rural school districts. 
The percentages were weighted by the number of students enrolled in each district. 


To address research questions about school and teacher characteristics, for each year with 
data available, the research team calculated the average median class size, the average 
student-to-teacher ratio, the average transfer-out and exit rates of classroom teachers, the 
average number of unique advanced courses offered in secondary schools that offered at 
least one advanced course, and the average percentage of classes taught by a highly qualified 
teacher. Advanced courses included Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and 
concurrent/dual enrollment courses. To be exhaustive, REL West included all the advanced 
courses in a district. To examine the extent to which advanced courses were available to 
students in each district, the research team first had to calculate the number of unique 
advanced courses offered in each school across the district based on data provided by USBE. 
Then, for each district, the research team calculated the average number of advanced courses 
offered among all the schools that provided these courses, which the team used to determine 
the availability of advanced courses. All analyses for research question 2 were conducted 

for both rural and non-rural school districts. Further details on the analyses to address 
question 2 are in appendix B. 


To address the research question about revenues and expenditures, for both rural and 
non-rural school districts and for each year, the research team calculated revenue per pupil 
in the general fund, expenditure per pupil in the general fund, Necessarily Existent Small 
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Schools (NESS) funding’ as a percentage of general fund revenue, and local property taxes 
as a percentage of general fund revenue (appendix B). To adjust for inflation, the research 
team used the consumer price index (CPI) (appendix C) to convert the dollar amounts to the 
2016 value for both revenue-per-pupil and expenditure-per-pupil. 


To address the research question about teacher salaries, for both rural and non-rural school 
districts and for each year, the research team calculated the mean average scheduled salary 
for classroom teachers as well as the mean average scheduled starting salary for teachers with 
a bachelor’s degree. For each, the team calculated both raw and CPI-adjusted amounts, the 
latter to convert the raw dollar amount to 2016 values. Then, to compare the salaries across 
school districts, the research team applied the cost-of-living index (COLI) of a county to the 
school districts located in that county. Further details on the analyses to address question 4 
are in appendices B and C. 


To address research questions about student outcomes, for both rural and non-rural school 
districts and for each year, the research team calculated the high school graduation rate, 

the percentage of high school graduates who scored 18 or higher on the ACT composite, 
and the average percentage of high school graduates who enrolled in at least one advanced 
course. Beginning with data from 2014 (the first year the SAGE was administered) for both 
rural and non-rural districts, the research team calculated the average proficiency rates 
across all grades tested for English language arts, mathematics, and science. 


3 Schools that receive these funds must apply and meet certain criteria with regards to mini- 
mal average daily attendance, and the distance students must travel to reach the school, among 
other criteria. See Utah Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (2014). 
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Findings by research question 
——EEeEeEEEeEeEeyx———>E>E———— SaaS eee 


From 2012 to 2017, what were the demographic characteristics of students 
in rural and non-rural districts? 


In both rural and non-rural districts, total student enrollment increased from 2012 to 2017 
(table 1). In addition, the percentage of Hispanic students and students of multiple races 
increased in both types of districts in the same period, while the percentage of White and 
Asian students decreased slightly in both types of districts. Each year, non-rural districts 
had higher proportions of students in every race/ethnic category compared to rural districts, 
except for White and American Indian. 


The percentage of students with one or more disabilities and percentage of English learn- 
ers increased slightly in both rural and non-rural districts between 2012 and 2017. The 
change in the percentage of students in rural districts with one or more disabilities increased 
from 13 to 13.6 percent and in non-rural districts increased from 11 to 11.4 percent. The 
change in the percentage of English learner students in rural districts increased from 4.7 to 
5.6 percent and in non-rural districts increased from 5.8 to 6.8 percent. In the same period, 
the percentage of students who were economically disadvantaged increased in rural districts 
by 3.9 percentage points but decreased in non-rural districts by 2.7 percentage points. 

Each year, rural districts had a higher proportion of economically disadvantaged students 
compared to non-rural districts (e.g., 17.1 percentage point difference in 2017) and a slightly 
higher proportion of students with one or more disabilities compared to non-rural districts 
(e.g., 2.2 percentage points by 2017). Each year, non-rural districts had a slightly higher 
proportion of English learners than rural districts, which was a difference of 1.2 percentage 
points in 2017. 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of student populations in rural 
and non-rural school districts, Utah, 2012-2017 


Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- 
Rural Rural Rural Rural Rural Rural rural rural rural rural rural rural 
districts } districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts 
Student demographics 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
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me | 


Total student enroll- 


Ss 32,506 
ment across districts 


Across districts, 
average percentage of: 


African American 


j=) 
iS 


¢ o 
So 2S 
ES uo 
all UES S 
& + 


American Indian 


2 || & 

io J ® 
i Sa 
NU Po |] & 


j=) 
\o 


Asian 


Oo 
ip 
= 
ip 


Hispanic 


Pacific Islander 


oo 
Ny ~ 
oo 
oo 
oo 
\o 
N 


Oo 
\o 
_ 
Oo 
mR 
Oo 
— 
N 
_— 
N 
mB 


Multiple races 


N 


3 


White 


NI 
vt 
co 
NI 
uo 


ES) 

| | 

: 

Economically 
6. 


9.3 
disadvantaged ‘ 


49.3 3 


wQ 
co 
co 


Students with one 


2.4 
74.9 
36.1 
iil, 
or more disabilities : 


a 


2; 


English learner 5 


rine 


a 
ba see & 
NI oO 
az 
oo 
on 
ww 
on 
NI 
es 
on — 
oo Ss 
RB wQ 
eh aa oes 
\o oO = 
= 
a me 
ie) = 
an 


Rural districts (n = 18); non-rural districts (v = 23) 
Note: The average percentages were weighted based on each district’s student enrollment. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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From 2012 to 2017, what were average median class sizes, average student- 
to-teacher ratios, average percentage of classes taught by a highly 
qualified teacher, and average transfer-out and exit rates of classroom 
teachers in rural and non-rural districts? In addition, in rural and 
non-rural districts, what were the average number of unique advanced 
courses offered in secondary schools that offered any advanced courses? 


In elementary and secondary schools, rural districts had smaller average class sizes compared 
to non-rural districts (table 2). For both rural and non-rural schools, the percentage of 
classes taught by a highly qualified teacher decreased in elementary schools from 2012 to 
2016. It decreased from 95.6 to 91 percent in rural elementary school and from 94.8 to 

91.7 percent in non-rural elementary schools. In the same period, the percentage of classes 
taught by a highly qualified teacher in rural secondary schools increased from 72.3 to 

75.7 percent and in non-rural secondary schools from 85 to 86.7 percent. 


For both rural and non-rural schools, the average teacher transfer-out rates increased in all 
the years studied (i.e., 2012 through 2015) although they remained low. In rural districts 
the average teacher transfer-out rate increased from 0.7 to 5.4 percent while in non-rural 
districts it increased from 0.6 to 5.9 percent. During the same period, the average rates of 
teachers exiting Utah public schools decreased in both types of districts while still remain- 
ing low. In rural districts the average teacher exit rates decreased slightly from 7.8 to 

7.4 percent while in non-rural districts it decreased from 9.2 to 7.0 percent. In 2015, the 
most recent year that data were available, an average of 5.4 percent of teachers transferred 
out of a rural district (to another rural or non-rural district) while an average of 5.9 percent 
of teachers transferred out of a non-rural district (to another non-rural or rural district). In 
the same year, an average of 7.4 percent of teachers in rural districts exited teaching in Utah 
public schools altogether, while an average of 7 percent of teachers in non-rural districts did 
the same. 


Finally, to gauge the variety of advanced courses that were available to secondary students, 
REL West examined the average number of unique advanced courses offered in each second 
ary school that offered such courses. Each year, the average number of unique advanced 
courses offered in non-rural districts was greater than the average number in rural districts. 
For example, in 2015 (the most recent year that data were available), across rural districts 
there was an average of 4.4 unique advanced courses available at each secondary school that 
offered any advanced courses. In contrast, in the same year, across non-rural districts there 
was an average of 16.2 unique advanced courses available at each secondary school that 
offered any such courses. 
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Table 2. School and teacher characteristics in rural and non-rural 
school districts, Utah, 2012-2017 


Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- 
Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural rural rural rural rural rural rural 
districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts } districts | districts | districts } districts } districts 
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Rural districts (n = 18); non-rural districts (n = 23) 


* = Data not available for this year. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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From 2012 to 2017, what were the average per-pupil revenues and 
expenditures in rural and non-rural districts? These include: 


» Revenue per pupil from the general fund. 
» Expenditure per pupil from the general fund. 


» Necessarily Existent Small Schools (NESS) funding as a percentage 
of general fund revenue. 


» Local property tax as a percentage of general fund revenue. 


» Instruction, administration, and student transportation expenses as 
a percentage of general fund expenditure. 


Both average general fund per-pupil revenue and per-pupil expenditure increased in 
rural and non-rural districts from 2012 to 2017 (table 3). In both types of districts, reve- 
nue increased more than expenditure over that period. This is the case whether examin- 
ing the raw or the CPI-adjusted. In 2017, CPI-adjusted per-pupil revenue was $9,216 and 
$6,673 in rural and non-rural districts, respectively. In addition, the average general fund 
CPI-adjusted per-pupil expenditure was $8,915 in rural districts and $6,489 in non-rural 
districts. District-by-district findings, from 2012 to 2017, for both revenue per pupil and 
expenditure per pupil in the general fund are in appendix D. 


With regard to sources of revenue, NESS funding as a percentage of the general fund 
revenue slightly increased in both types of districts from 2012 to 2017, although it 
constituted a relatively low percentage of the total general funding revenue (table 3). 
Specifically, it increased as a proportion of general fund revenue from 7.05 to 7.84 percent 

in rural school districts and from 0.12 to 0.16 percent in non-rural school districts. Local 
property tax as a percentage of the general fund revenue slightly increased during those 
same years as well. It increased as a proportion of general fund revenue from 27.7 to 29.4 
percent in rural school districts and from 24.9 to 26.3 percent in non-rural school districts. 
In 2017, both sources of revenue made up larger proportions of general fund revenue in rural 
districts than in non-rural districts. 


In addition, in 2017, student transportation expenses comprised a larger proportion of 
general fund expenditures in rural districts (5.4 percent) compared to non-rural districts 
(3.4 percent). Similarly, in 2017, administration expense comprised a larger proportion 

of general fund expenditures in rural districts (9 percent) compared to non-rural districts 
(7.8 percent). However, in that same year, instruction expenses comprised a smaller propor- 
tion of general fund expenditures in rural districts (64.3 percent) compared to non-rural 
districts (67.1 percent) District-by-district findings, from 2012 to 2017, for sources of reve- 
nue and expenditure categories in the general fund are in appendix D. 
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Table 3. Revenue per pupil, expenditure per pupil, revenue sources, 
and expenditure categories for the general fund in rural and 
non-rural school districts, Utah, 2012-2017 


Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- 
Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural rural rural rural rural rural rural 
districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts } districts | districts | districts } districts } districts 
District financial indicators 2012 2013 2014 2005 2016 2017 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2007 


Average revenue per pupil in 
the el fund 


| Rawamount(s) | amount ( | 7,906. | 906 | 8.213. | 213 | 8,292 | 292 8, | 3,717 | 9, | 9,120 | 9, | 9,477 | 5, | 5,338 | 6,000 6,109 6,264 6,629 6,863 
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2016 value ($ 

Average Se per pupil 

in the a fund 


7,794 7,965 8,072 8,457 8,919 9,169 5,842 5,962 6,068 6,227 6,491 6,673 
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Rural districts (u = 18); non-rural districts (n = 23) 


Note: Average revenue per pupil and average expenditure per pupil are weighted by the total students and 
total dollar amount in revenue or expenditure in the district. NESS funding and local property tax as a 
percentage of general fund revenue were each weighted by the total revenue in the district. The instruction, 
administrative, and student transportation expenses as a percentage of expenditure in the general fund were 
each weighted by the total expenditure in the district. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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From 2012 to 2017, in rural and non-rural school districts, what were the 
average starting scheduled salaries for teachers with a bachelor’s degree as 
well as the average scheduled salaries for all teachers? 


When adjusted for inflation and area cost-of-living, the average starting scheduled salary 
for teachers with a bachelor’s degree decreased slightly from 2012 to 2017 in both types of 
districts (table 4). It decreased from $34,117 to $33,668 during that period in rural districts 
and from $33,607 to $33,150 in non-rural districts. In contrast, when adjusted for inflation 
and area cost-of-living, the average scheduled salary slightly decreased from 2012 to 2017 
in rural districts but slightly increased in non-rural districts. Specifically, it decreased from 
$47,694 to $46,817 during that period in rural districts, and it increased from $48,185 to 
$48,437 in non-rural districts. 


In 2017, when adjusted for inflation and the COLI, the average scheduled starting teacher 
salary was higher in rural compared to non-rural districts ($33,668 and $33,150, respectively), 
but the average scheduled teacher salary was lower in rural compared to non-rural districts 
($46,817 and $48,437, respectively). District-by-district findings, from 2012 to 2017, for aver- 
age starting teacher salary schedules and average teacher salary schedules are in appendix E. 
In 2017, the average inflation-adjusted and COLI-adjusted scheduled starting teacher salary 
ranged from $22,777 to $41,652 in rural districts, and from $25,143 to $40,018 in non-rural 
districts. The average inflation-adjusted and COLI-adjusted scheduled teacher salary ranged 
from $32,649 to $57,544 in rural districts, and from $36,017 to $61,353 in non-rural districts. 
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Table 4. Average scheduled starting salary for teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree and average scheduled teacher salary in 
rural and non-rural school districts, Utah, 2012-2017 


Rural | Rural Rural 
districts | districts districts 
Teacher Salary 2012 2013 


34,479 | 35,235 | 35,956 | 32,898 


35,145 | 35,235 | 34,964 | 35,068 


Average scheduled starting 
teacher salary 
Raw amount ($) 33,174 


CPI-adjusted amount to 
2016 value ($) 


CPI- and COLI- adjusted 
amount ($) 


Average 
Scheduled teacher salary 


Raw amount ($) 46,289 


CPI-adjusted amount to 
2016 value ($) cis 


CPI- and COLI- adjusted 
amount ($) 


34,378 | 35,299 | 35,538 
35,041 | 35,299 | 34,557 
33,529 | 33,797 | 33,150 


49,648 | 51,102 | 51,940 


50,606 | 51,102 | 50,506 
48,429 | 48,928 | 48,437 


33,373 | 33,758 33,573 | 33,906 


35,362 | 35,055 | 34,811 35,264 | 34,963 


34,117 | 33,819 | 33,585 33,806 | 33,446 


33,826 | 33,922 | 33,668 | 33,607 
48,080 | 49,067 | 50,055 | 47,181 


49,008 | 49,0607 | 48,673 | 50,293 
47,294 | 47,368 | 46,817 | 48,185 


46,666 | 47,120 47,706 | 48,121 


49,017 | 48,589 50,110 | 49,622 


47,094 | 47,398 | 46,974 48,016 | 47,452 


Rural districts (u = 18); non-rural districts (n = 23) 


Note: The averages are not weighted. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah Education Association. 


From 2012 to 2017, in rural and non-rural school districts, what was the 
average high school graduation rate, the average percentage of high 
school graduates scoring 18 or higher on the ACT, the average percentage 
of high school graduates who enrolled in at least one advanced course, 
and the average proficiency rates on statewide standardized assessments in 
English language arts, mathematics, and science? 


From 2012 to 2017, students improved on the majority of academic outcomes in both rural 
and non-rural districts (table 5). In each year, a larger proportion of students in non-rural 
districts were proficient in English language arts and science compared to rural districts. In 
each year, with the exception of 2017, a larger proportion of students in non-rural districts 
were proficient in mathematics than in rural districts. In 2017, both types of districts 

had the same proportion of students proficient in mathematics. In addition, from 2012 to 
2017, compared to rural districts, there was a larger proportion of high school graduates 

in non-rural districts that scored 18 or more on the ACT and that had enrolled in at least 
one advanced course.‘ The average four-year graduation rate was higher in rural districts 
compared to non-rural districts from 2012 to 2017. 


4 In this case, advanced courses included Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate, and 
concurrent/dual enrollment courses. 
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Table 5. Student academic outcomes in rural and non-rural districts, 
Utah, 2012-2017 


Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- Non- 
Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural | Rural rural rural rural rural rural rural 
districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts | districts } districts | districts | districts } districts } districts 
Student outcomes 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 202 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Average proficiency rates 
on statewide standardized 
assessments 


ES 


[sme ef 


Average four-year high school eter 

graduation rate 

Average percentage of high 
school graduates scoring 18 or 68.1 65.9 61.0 60.6 

higher on ACT 

Average percentage of high 

school graduates who en- deg 44. 45.6 49.4 

rolled in at least one advanced 

course 


Rural districts (1 = 18); non-rural districts (n = 23) 


* = Data for the Student Assessment of Growth and Excellence (SAGE) not available for this year. 
Note: The averages are not weighted. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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summary 
——EeEeEEeEEE—E————2&Se ae 


In Utah, schools and teachers in rural and non-rural school districts differed on a number of 
dimensions. Several of these differences seem to favor rural districts compared to non-rural 
districts. For example, from 2012 to 2017, English learners comprised a slightly smaller 
portion of the student population in rural districts compared to non-rural districts. Also, 
average median class sizes and average student-teacher ratios were smaller in rural districts 
compared to non-rural ones during that time. In addition, from 2013 to 2015 (the most 
recent year when data were available), there were lower teacher transfer-out rates in rural 
compared to non-rural districts. In addition, from 2012 to 2017, the average four-year 
graduation rate was slightly higher in rural districts compared to non-rural districts. With 
regard to revenue and expenditures, from 2012 to 2017, the average inflation-adjusted 
per-pupil revenue and expenditure were greater in rural districts compared to non-rural 
districts. Finally, in each year studied, the average inflation- and cost-of-living-adjusted 
starting annual teacher salary was greater in rural versus non-rural districts. The average 
difference ranged from $13 to $518 across those years. 


Other differences seem to favor non-rural districts. For example, from 2012 to 2017, rural 
districts had a higher proportion of economically disadvantaged students and a slightly 
higher proportion of students with one or more disabilities compared to non-rural districts. 
In addition, a smaller percentage of classes in rural districts were taught by highly qualified 
teachers compared to classes in non-rural districts. From 2014 to 2017, a smaller proportion 
of students in rural districts were proficient in English language arts and science compared 
to non-rural districts. From 2014 to 2016, the same was true for proficiency in mathemat- 
ics. In addition, from 2012 to 2015 (the most recent year when data were available), there 
were fewer unique advanced courses available to students attending rural secondary schools 
that offered advanced courses compared to comparable non-rural secondary schools. Also, 
in each of the years studied, compared to non-rural districts there was a smaller proportion 
of high school graduates in rural districts that scored 18 or more on the ACT and that had 
enrolled in at least one advanced course. 


From 2012 to 2017, rural districts spent a greater proportion of their expenditure on admin- 
istration and student transportation expenses compared to non-rural districts. At the same 
time, instructional expenses comprised a smaller proportion of general fund expenditures 

in rural districts compared to non-rural districts. Finally, from 2012 to 2017, the inflation- 
and cost-of-living-adjusted average annual scheduled teacher salary was smaller in rural 
compared to non-rural districts. The average difference ranged from $478 to $1,620 across 
those years. 


All the findings in this report are descriptive and cannot be used to infer the causes of the 
differences found between rural and non-rural districts because such attributions go beyond 
the scope of the analyses. 
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Appendix A. Data used in the analyses, and 
district status 


Table A1. Key data, data sources, and associated research questions 


Associated research 
Key data items Data sources question(s) 
The classifications of rural and non-rural school districts | Teigen et al., 2012 
Student demographics Utah State Board of Education 


Median class size, student/teacher ratios, percentage of 
highly qualified teachers, transfer rates and exit rates of 
classroom teachers, and the average number of advanced 
courses offered in secondary schools 


tah State Board of Education 


Starting teacher scheduled salary and average teacher ee dueien Aaeeetcn 
salary schedule 


Proficiency rates on the statewide standardized assess- 
ment, high school graduation rates, the percentage of 
high school graduates scoring 18 or higher on the ACT, 
and enrollment of at least one advanced course 


tah State Board of Education 


District education revenue and expenditure Utah State Board of Education 
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Table A2. School districts by rural status in Utah 
(from Teigen et al., 2012) 


School district (rural or non-rural) 


South Sanpete 
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School district (rural or non-rural) 


Source: Teigen et al., 2012. 
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Appendix B. Details on the 
analytic methods 


Research question 2, Median class size, student-to-teacher ratio, percentage of classes 
taught by high-qualified teachers, transfer-out and exit rates of classroom teachers, 
and the availability of advanced courses: The data on median class size was already 
aggregated at the district level; it was not possible to calculate in individual classrooms. 
Therefore, the average median class sizes were computed as unweighted averages across 
districts. However, the average student-to-teacher ratios were weighted by the number of 
students and teachers in the district, the average percentage of classes taught by a highly 
qualified teacher was weighted by the number of classes in the district, and the average 
transfer-out and exit rates of teachers were each weighted by the number of teachers in the 
district. In Utah, to be deemed highly qualified, a teacher must have a bachelor’s degree, 
full state certification or licensure, and prove that he or she knows each subject taught. (See 
hteps://www2.ed.gov/nclb/methods/teachers/hgtflexibility.pdf) 


Classroom teachers were defined as licensed educators employed by a Utah district who 
carry a full- or part-day classroom assignment in a regular, alternative, youth-in-custody, 
dual immersion, or career-and-technical setting. This also included teachers who worked 
with students identified to receive services under the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act (IDEA). The teacher-level assignment data contained detailed information (e.g., teacher 
ID, district name, school number, school name, course codes, and course names) for each 
teacher in each year, which allowed the research team to identify in which district a teacher 
worked during a given year and calculate the teacher transfer-out rate and teacher exit rate. 


The teacher transfer-out rate in a particular school year was defined as the number of class- 
room teachers who ever transferred out from one school district to another in a year divided 
by the total classroom teachers in the district in the previous year.° It did not include any 
teachers who may have transferred to other schools within the same district; however it 
included any teachers who transferred to a different district (either rural or non-rural). The 
teacher exit rate in a particular school year was defined as the number of classroom teachers 
who left teaching in Utah public schools for any reason (e.g., career change, end of contract, 
leave of absence, relocating out of Utah, and retirement) who never returned during the 
study period according to the teacher-level assignment data (i.e., the total classroom teachers 
who left in a year who were not assigned to teach a class during the rest of the study period 
divided by the total classroom teachers in the previous year). The transfer-out rate and exit 
rate were calculated for each school district in each year. The research team then calculated 
the average rates across rural districts and non-rural districts, respectively. 


5 Because transfer-out and exit incidents are identified at the beginning of a school year, the 
denominator is the total classroom teachers in the previous year for both the transfer-out rate 
and the exit rate. Other researchers have calculated teacher transfer and exit rates similarly. For 
example, see http://daqy2hvnfszx3.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2017/03/16140821/ 
CACTUS -data-brief-2014-15-turnover.pdf 
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To examine the extent to which the advanced courses were available to the students in each 
district, the researchers calculated the number of unique advanced courses that were offered 
in each school in each district and the average number of unique advanced courses offered 
among the schools offering such courses in each district. The advanced courses included 
Advanced Placement courses, International Baccalaureate courses, and concurrent/dual 
enrollment courses. To be exhaustive, the research team included all the advanced courses 

in a district regardless of the type of school where the courses were taught. The team then 
calculated the average mean number of advanced courses offered among the schools offering 
such courses across rural districts and non-rural districts, respectively. 


Research question 3, Revenues and expenditures from the general fund: The 
revenue-per-pupil in the general fund for each district equaled the total revenue from the 
general fund for the district divided by the district’s total enrollment. Similarly, expen- 
diture-per-pupil in the general fund for a district equaled the district’s total expenditure 
from the general fund divided by the district’s total enrollment. The dollar amounts were 
adjusted to 2016 values using both the consumer price index (CPI) (appendix C). To obtain 
the average revenue-per-pupil in the general fund across each type of district (rural or 
non-rural), the total amount of revenue across the respective type of district was summed 
and then divided by the total enrollment across the respective type of district. To obtain 
the average expenditure-per-pupil in the general fund across each type of district (rural 
or non-rural), the total amount of expenditure across the respective type of district was 
summed and then divided by the total enrollment across the respective type of district. 


NESS funding, as a percentage of the general fund revenue for a district, equaled the total 
NESS funding for the district divided by the total revenue from the general fund for that 
district. Similarly, local property tax as a percentage of general fund revenue for a district 
equaled the total local property tax used for the general fund in a district divided by the 
district’s total revenue from the general fund. To obtain the average percentages of revenue 
from each resource and average percentages of spending expenditure in each category across 
each type of district (rural or non-rural), the total amount of revenue source or expenditure 
category across the respective type of district was summed and then divided by the total 
revenue or expenditure across the respective type of district. 
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Appendix C. Consumer price index (CPI) 
and cost-of-living index (COLI) 


The consumer price index (CPI) is prepared by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics for all 
the urban consumers by different geographic levels and by goods and services. The CPI 
represents about 89 percent of the total U.S. population, including almost all residents of 
urban or metropolitan areas. In the West Region (which includes Utah), rural area prices 
(exclusive of rents) are assumed to be the same as those in the non-metropolitan urban areas 
of the CPI (McCully, Moyer, & Stewart, 2007; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017). The 
CPI is commonly used to adjust the dollar amount for inflation. In addition to comparing 
raw amount, the research team used the annual CPI for all items in the West Region to 
adjust all the dollar amounts to 2016 values for comparison (table C1). To adjust the dollar 
amount of a year to the 2016 value, the new amount equals the raw amount multiplied by 
the CPI of 2016 and then divided by the CPI of that year (see examples in table C1). 


Table C1. Consumer price index for all items in West Region and 
examples of raw and adjusted amounts, 2012-2017 


Adjusted amount 

Year Annual CPI Raw amount ($) | to 2016 values ($) 
2012 232.376 
2013 235.824 


2014 240.215 
2015 243.015 
2016 247.705 


Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, retrieved on November 16, 2017, from https://data.bls.gow/cgi-bin/ 
surveymost?cu and REL West’s computation. 


The cost-of-living index (COLI) measures the relative cost of living over time or at differ- 
ent locations. The Sperling’s Best Places© website (http://www.bestplaces.net/) provides 

the cost-of-living indexes by different types of locations (e.g., state, county, city) across the 
United States. COLI, like other cost-of-living adjustments, are limited by the same factors 
as all spatial data in that they vary in the degree to which they capture meaningful distinc- 
tions between areas. The adjusted amount equals the raw amount multiplied by 100 and then 
divided by COLI (see examples in table C2). 
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Table C2. Cost-of-living index by school district and examples of 
raw and adjusted amount, 2016 


Locale/school district Cost-of-living index Raw amount ($) Adjusted amount ($) 
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ee PEERED 


Wah 


Washington Washington 
County = 


Source: Sperling’s Best Places°, and REL West computation. 
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Appendix D. Revenue per pupil, 
expenditure per pupil, revenue sources, 
and expenditure categories for the general 
fund by school district in Utah, 2012-2017 


Table D1. Raw and adjusted revenue per pupil in the general fund by 
district, Utah, 2012-2017 


RA2012 | RA 2013 | RA 2014 | RA 2015 | RA 2016 | RA 2017 J CPI 2012] CPI 2013] CPI 2014] CPI 2015] CPI 2016] CPI 2017 
Locale/school district ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 


Rural 
Beaver 7,199 8,160 8,309 9,085 9,141 9,402 7,674 8,571 8,568 9,260 9,141 9,142 
Daggett 16,884 16,958 16,855 8,649 9,053 8,637 17,998 17,812 17,381 9,009 9,053 8,123 
Duchesne 6,510 6,632 6,619 6,827 7,242 7,414 6,940 6,966 6,826 6,959 7,242 7,209 
Emery 8,764 9,238 9,616 0,091 0,548 0,418 9,342 9,704 9,916 0,286 0,548 0,130 
Garfield 9,854 10,169 10,613 1,863 1,638 2,567 10,504 10,681 10,944 2,092 1,638 2,220 
Grand County 7,074 8,759 8,877 9,612 9,932 9,974 8,180 9,200 9,153 9,798 9,932 9,698 


Kane 9,770 10,069 10,122 1,693 0,391 1,800 10,414 10,576 10,437 1,919 0,391 1,474 
Millard 7,877 8,383 8,336 8,419 9,338 9,350 8,397 8,805 8,596 8,581 9,338 9,092 
North Sanpete 6,695 7,150 6,776 7,421 7,942 8,178 7,137 7,510 6,987 7,565 7,942 7,952 
North Summit 7,050 7,977 7,893 8,095 8,181 8,438 8,154 8,379 8,139 8,251 8,181 8,205 
Piute 12,736 13,147 13,387 14,527 15,998 16,150 13,577 13,810 13,805 14,808 15,998 15,704 
Rich 12,294 13,377 13,758 14,158 14,288 14,447 13,105 14,051 14,187 14,431 14,288 14,048 
San Juan 10,545 10,407 10,444 10,731 11,333 12,768 11,241 10,931 10,770 10,938 11,333 12,416 
Sevier 6,564 6,820 6,731 7,128 7,720 7,993 6,997 7,164 6,941 7,266 7,720 TsfI12 
South Sanpete 6,703 6,733 7,231 7,380 7,715 8,044 7,146 7,073 7,456 7,523 7,715 7,822 
South Summit 7,436 7,497 7,822 8,195 8,544 8,621 7,927 7,875 8,066 8,353 8,544 8,383 
Tintic 15,766 15,031 14,855 14,097 15,690 17,163 16,806 15,788 15,318 14,369 15,690 16,689 
Wayne 9,922 10,311 10,796 12,099 12,292 12,958 10,577 10,830 11,132 12,332 12,292 12,600 
Non-rural 
Alpine 5,300 5,406 5,470 5,600 5,991 6,171 5,650 5,679 5,641 5,708 5,991 6,001 
Box Elder 5,520 5,837 6,166 6,218 6,874 6,940 5,884 6,131 6,358 6,338 6,874 6,748 
Cache 5,722 5,718 5,937 5,977 6,382 6,674 6,100 6,006 6,123 6,092 6,382 6,490 
Canyons 6,267 6,505 6,543 6,625 7,070 7,129 6,680 6,832 6,747 6,752 7,070 6,932 
Carbon 71,332: 7,168 7,033 7,895 8,121 8,634 7,816 7,529 7,871 8,047 8,121 8,396 
Davis 5,622 B75 5,974 6,036 6,389 6,695 5,992 6,003 6,160 6,152 6,389 6,510 
Granite 5,950 6,253 6,318 6,570 6,898 7,165 6,342 6,568 6,515 6,697 6,898 6,967 
Iron County 5,746 5,817 6,096 6,202 6,532 6,624 6,125 6,110 6,286 6,322 6,532 6,441 


Jordan 5,272 5,350 5,526 5,654 5,996 6,267 5,620 5,619 5,698 5,763 5,996 6,094 


Juab 5,432 5,682 5,796 5,920 6,098 6,266 5,790 5,968 5,977 6,034 6,098 6,093 
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aes EPP PPP Pe 
Locale/school district ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 


Note: RA: Raw amount; CPI: Amount adjusted by consumer price index to 2016 value. 


Source: REL West's calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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Table D2. Raw and adjusted expenditure per pupil in the general fund 
by district, Utah, 2012-2017 


Pu GP WP 
Locale/school district ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 
rol TEE 
Sere 


Rich 


San Juan 

Sevier 

South Sanpete 

South Summit 

Tintic 

Wayne 11,762 

Non-rural 
Alpine 5,788 

Box Elder 6,131 

Cache 6,382 


Canyons 6,929 


Carbon 8,305 


Davis 6,304 


Granite 6,822 


Iron County 6,318 


Jordan 5,840 


Juab 6,116 


Logan 7,178 


Morgan BSS 


Murray 6,367 


Nebo 6,106 
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er iar a i At aca 
Locale/school district | __($) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) (8) 


Note: RA: Raw amount; CPI: Amount adjusted by consumer price index to 2016 value. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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Table D3. Necessarily Existent Small Schools (NESS) as a percentage of general fund 
revenue and local property tax as a percentage of general fund revenue by 
district, Utah, 2012-2017 


40.1 


South Sanpete 


28. 
72.8 
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NESS 
Locale/school district 2012 


NESS 
2013 


NESS 
2014 


NESS 
2015 


NESS 
2016 


NESS 
2017 


84.2 
rT 
570 


43.0 


Ble) 32a 
16.7 15.6 
Wey 20.3 
89.4 89.6 


Washington 
County 


Note: Schools that receive NESS funds must apply and meet certain criteria with regards to minimal average 
daily attendance, and the distance students must travel to reach the school, among other criteria. See Utah 
Office of the Legislative Fiscal Analyst (2014). 
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Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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Table D4. Instruction expenses, administration expenses, and student transportation 
expenses as a percentage of general fund expenditure by district, Utah, 
2012-2017 


ieee aes ea a eae 
=a = = ay Ss as 2017 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 2017 = aS ay = as aa 
Rural | 

EC 


| Garfield _| 62.7 | 62.9 | | 61.8 | | 59.4 | | 60.9 | | 61.3 | | 10.8 | | 10.2 | | 11.9 | | 13.6 | 13.3 | | 13.2] 3.9| | 46] 43] 29 


BEEoeE 
aan 
— — — = = ee = — 11.5 | | 9.6 | | 11.8 | 


Sanpete 

PED PLe= 
ca 
| Piute | | 64.9 | | 61.4 | | 60.9 | | 63.6 | | 65.1 | | 65.5 | | 10.6 | | 14.5 | | 15.3 | | 14.8 | | 14.6 | 14.1 | 7.6 | | 10.8] 8.1 


| Tintic | | 61.1 | | 62.5 | | 60.1 | | 61.4 | | 63.3 | | 61.0 | | 12.8 |  an.t |  an.t | | 11.0 | it | P95. 
papstsb ebb abs 
Non-rural 
Ensen el cet |r| 
Feats [7] 5] 7] 7] al oof oa] oo] oa] os| as] oo 
Fesayer | ozs] ota] 2a] oa] ox] oon] sa[ sa] as) so) a7] 5 
ca ele 
| Granite —_| | 68.2 | 2 | 68.2 | 2 | 68.0 | 0 | 68.3 | 8) | 68.5 | 5) | 679] 72 
BECEGCE 
es 


| Jordan —_| | 67.0 | | 66.5 | | 65.4 | | 65.7 | | 66.2 | | 66.6] 7.3 | 
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P| (| | | a 
ay 2012 Ba ae ee a4 2017 2012 } 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 2012 Ba ay ae a4 a 
| Logan D2 | 70.5 | | 70.9 | | 68.5 | | 70.8 | | 09.5] 64 | 

ee cee ee ele deeded 
Preto [eel ata] oro] aol a] ool ao] as[ ao[ aa] e7| sof av] va) asl va) ai] a 


ge ee] sf 7] ss] ef of of ol ol os[ nef oof ool ool ool oof aafane 


row [ms] 79] m7] mal wal ool r5[ va[ v4] v7] so] ea aa] aa] 2s| 19] v0] 20 


oy EEREECEEEEREEEEEES 
IY: 
ee 
Pessoal wal of of of a al a ol Salas 
Fwaasch | o65] rua] r20[ 720] 20] ra5] 95] oa] ea| ea] eo] a7[ so] 42] a2] ao] so] a7 


caey Betta | 7| rs] 79] 29| so] 80 
County 


[weter | rial ra] mmo meal as] mo] on) os sol wal aa] 


Note: Instr. .: Instruction; Adm.: Administration; Trans.: Student transportation. 


Source: REL West's calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 


Regional Educational Laboratory West at WestEd 31 


Appendix E. Average scheduled starting 
salary for teachers with a bachelor’s 
degree and average scheduled salary for 
teachers, by district 


Table E1. Raw and adjusted average scheduled starting salary 
for teachers with a bachelor’s degree by district in Utah, 
2012-2017 


RA | RA | RA | RA | RA | RA [| CPI] Cer | cpr | cer | cpr | CPI 
Locale/school | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 J 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 
district S| O]@)}O)]@| OT@ @®) oO ol oO] _@®I]® | @ | ® (s) | @) 


34, 
33) 


A 


5225 32,1 


34,3 


2 


‘Go 
= 


40,207 


South 7 36,651 | 36,651 
Summit 


Resi Ie 


3 
33,6 


32,830 


¢ 
un 


35,023 
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CPI 
Locale/school 2016 
district (8) 


34,361 


33,829 | 33,391 


on 


3 
448 | 34,08 
3 


34,215 
3,207 | 34,9 1863 | 34,496 J 33,654 
34,096 J 27,746 | 31, 


35,04: 33,958 | 33,49. 


os) 


| Nebo ‘31.512 31,512 } 31,512 5 
34,043 


Ogden 33,748 
City 


on 


493 | 35,826 | 36,024 | 36,258 
| Wasatch [33,251 33,251 | 33,832 


Note: RA: Raw amount; CPI: Amount adjusted by consumer price index to 2016 value; CPI/COLI: Amount 
adjusted by consumer price index to 2016 value and then adjusted by cost-of-living index. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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Table E2. Raw and adjusted average scheduled teacher salary by 
district in Utah, 2012- 2017 


RA RA RA CPI CPI | CPI | CPI CPI | CPI 
Locale/school 2 1 Oo oO a fat ie a Oo a yy a 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 
district ($) 
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[ie fs em 


on fof 5 zB 
is 4 51,382 |50,1 5 9,350 |48,657 147,511 2 


735 
47,091 } 47,091 48,809 50,147 [50,197 48,559 |48,000 | 48,809 48,763 [53,687 [52,902 51,935 [51,337 |52,202 
ounty 


45,245 4 46,056 146,174 | 46,602 | 46,034 42,823 


un 
yi 


on 


ul 


un A 
3 
N 
© 


= 
i} 
Ko} 
fre 


g 

ex 
O 
oS 
as 
se 
Ny 
5 
‘o 


48,810 148,693 | 49,726 |50,744 


uw 
O1 


Ss 
to JN 
ul “I 
&® 1s 


a 
uo 
Bp 
un 
= 
i} 


BS 
XS 
o 
N 
an 
on 
- 3 
O1 OD 
N Qo 
co ‘oO 


zISs 
coln 
oyn 
aAtopu 


uv 
“NI 


Regional Educational Laboratory West at WestEd 34 
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RA RA RA [| cpr | cpr | cpr | cpr | cpr | cpr 
Locale/school ae 2013 aa ae 21 a ae 2013 a a Ne a 2012 | 2013 a Ne a a 
district # (8) (8) ($) - 
3,974 


$) 
fs 43,578 46,319 [41,544 - 44,822 145,736 | 45,040 
[ae fel zi ? Eas =a73 [saat 


See 45,773 145,773 154,167 |56,384 |60,308 948,353 |48,079 |47,200 55,212 156,384 158,642 
ity 


55,71 
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es) 
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Park City oer 61,001 $61,501 }61,501 157, 39,755 
48,999 14 51,578 54,855 | 48,09 51,897 | 45,502 


ae Lake 55,032 54,972 |56,679 156,836 [56,530 [55,704 |55,232 [56,033 [56,679 [55,266 $52,586 51,818 |51,379 752,124 |52,724 |51,411 
43,228 143,247 | 43,254 143,288 | 43,726 | 43,726 ]46,080 |45,425 144,603 [44,123 | 43,726 | 42,519 147,603 |46,927 | 46,077 45,172 | 43,925 
ounty 


& 
mm 
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2 9,627 50,335 |48,726 [50,622 — 49,478 ]49,517 150,184 | 48,580 
50,293 50,43 0,539 39,946 | 39,932 }40,193 |40,730 | 40,060 


iE 


52,009 |52,311 


Note: RA: Raw amount; CPI: Amount adjusted by consumer price index to 2016 value; CPI/COLI: Amount 
adjusted by consumer price index to 2016 value and then adjusted by cost-of-living index. 


Source: REL West’s calculation using data from the Utah State Board of Education. 
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